Application No. 10/619,781 
Amendment dated August 3 1 , 200$ 
Reply to Office Action of May 9, 2009 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In the Office Action mailed May L 2009 {hereinafter, "Office Action"), claims i. 3-4. 6- 
8, 10-11 and 13-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03. Claims 5 and 12 were objected to as 
Ku dependent t a reuxtt-d china, but « > be ahovabh v. * ? i ei endent km. 
Claims 1 , 8 and 1 9 have beer; amended. 

Applicants respectfully respond to the Office Action. 

I. Claims L 3-4. 6- 8. 10-11 and 13-20 Rejected Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

i Ot-s 5 s - - 10-11 and 13-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
i e f ir v. , zx V S Patent N< 7,437,654 to Das et al. (hereinafter, "Das") in view > N1 US 
Patent Application Publication No. 2005/0058154 to Lee. et al (hereinafter, "Lee- William'') in 
\ v* >i N t Application public: ^ 0 )O30955 to Lee et al. (hereinafter. "Lee- 
% i 1 A \ ,->ev v d y traversed. 

"A en h r [ n s * v c i 

the scope and coo tents oi the prior art, ascertaining the differences between the prior art: and the 
claims in issue, resolving the level of ordinary skill in the art, and evaluating evidence of 
secondary consideration. KSR htt'I Co. v. Teleilex Inc. , 550 U.S. 398, 2007 US. LEXIS 4745, 
at **4-5 (2007) {dtine Gg ihjm v. John Deere Co. of Kansas City . 383 U.S. 1, 17-18 (1966):), As 
the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences has recently continue ' < ^ , - 

suggestion of all limitations in a claim.*' fa re Wada and Murphy, Appeal 2007-3733 (citing 
CFMT, Inc. v. Yieldun Intern. Com. . 349 F.3d 1333, 1342 (Fed. Dir. 2003)). Moreover, the 
analysis in support of an obviousness rejection "should be made explicit." KSR, 2007 U.S. 
LEXIS 4745. at **37, "[R]ejections on obviousness grounds cannot be sustained by mere 
conclusory statements, instead, there must, be some : % A '<» .>i « oue -at, oral 

^port the legal con > > c ><. t > , ^ vt -1 

977. 988 (Fed. Cir. 2006)). 



! It appears thai these applications were mislabeled in the Office Action as A firs: named inventor of U.S. 
Paten; Application pi. bis assort No 2001 P^55 •< sliut x Lee m d ti si named; <. > I S 
\ ipkd -hp v ->s -> n u v t > , . r o ii^n*. the 

Office Aciion intended to refer to in c;t;;ig specific excerpts of these applications. .Applicants have attempted to 
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ilh. submit that die claims at issue arc p distinct from the 

cited references. The cited references do not teach or suggest ail of the subject matter in the 
claims. 

Claim 1 , as amended, recites "determining a first number of nstailn amission 
of a first subpacket. of dai umhe 
first subpacket of data, the second number less than the first - 
c «r i ». > - 1 ^ v C , \ - r r ep_ „ - < p- 

boosting transmissions of the second number of msta Ir e ^ - m 

applying the power boost gain factors; and terminating transmission of the first subpacket of data 
t Me sov»>-> i r v re i - us 5 mort for the amendments to claim 1 is found, tor 

v 1 ^ k ~ e_ me specification. 

Applicants respectfully submit that this subject matter is not taught or suggested by the 

cited references. The Office acknowledges that ''terminating transmission of the first subpacket 

of data after the second number of installments" is not clearly taught or suggested by either Bob 

or Lee-William. (Office Action, pages 3-4.) Instead, the Office Action relies on paragraphs 

[0053 j-[()054] of Lee-Young 2 to teach this subject matter. (Office Action, page 4) These 

paragraphs of Lee- Young, state: 

There are two standard error correction schemes used in data communications for 
implementing error control, i.e.. "go back n frames" fi e re-trat ?mi I te m n 
i selective repe aj s i 1 i th errors) h s 

5 relieved that "selective repeat" is a more efficient scheme for re- 
v.v-- ^ u " - ^ " c; H n\e\er. the overhead associated with "selective 
repeat" can be quite significant, since every frame in error needs to be 
acknowledged >efh e deih er> to the upper layers 202 in the correct order or 
sequence. 

"X \ - i > ^ ^ \ J" r - 1 C M Sj ( 

' k < v X ' O - < ' 

wen vhere i ile ea B0 tta portion <C 

and an indicator field 808 (which may be part of the header 802 or the data 
portion 804). The present invention enhances the traditional selective repeat 



cLtenvrx v iu -p . ^ — ■"=■? > > He * t ' v ^ t - > <. Act >:) H<.^c\cs, tc a\cid \i u ^^nf st>n 
„ ve VctRiii 

In ihi <.a e - - e x >i „ r ! n - 1 v- 

W'siham ay paragraphs [Q053]-[9054i of Lee- Wilhmo reiaie to. tor example, deceasing subsecaism power ievets rn 
v Vast * n - claim X 
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scheme by performing a "sub-frame" selective repeat , Specifically, each of the bits 
in the indicator field 80S indicates the parity of some subset of bits m the data 
Ktitton 804 o tit g in a parti cul sition of the indie oi 

~ a „ i " s t m s i ^ m n 

the data portion 804 of the frame 800). When, a parity error occurs as determined 
by the bits i the indicator field 808, oiil v the associa t ed subset of bits in the data 
portion S04 of the frame 800 need to be re-transmitted, rather than the entire 
I itself 

(Lee-Young, paragraphs [ Q053]-f (K)54 ] (emphasis added).) This excerpt of Lee-Young discloses 
performing a 'sub-frame' selective repeat , . . [such that] only the associated subset of bits in 
the data portion 804 of the frame 800 need to be re-transmitted."" This is very different from the 
' ec s >j v, i ating transmission of t s 0 rafter 

1 < i ! e the se I ess thai* me 

first number," the "first number of installments [being the number of nstahrnenis detenu 
for transmission of a first subpacket of data." In contrast, Lee u ? ill the data, 

and then re-transmitting a portion of the data (a sub-frame selecti ve repeat) for which errors were 
received, rather than "terminating transmission of the first subpacket of data alter the second 
number of installments." Using the claimed "power boosting," the claimed subject matter 
tran<n ^ * 

and then re-tranmitiing some of the data when errors are detected, as explained in Lee-Young,, 
v _ '^e c:ted leferc ices do not teach or suggest the claimed 

b «. matter. 

In addition, as indicated above, claim 1 has been amended to recite "determining power 
boost gain factor-- for ilu- second number of installments using latcncv :>n»,runvC information." 
An electronic search of the cited references, shows that neither Das, Lee- Young, nor Lee- 
William include the term "latent" or 'latency." Further, the Office Action (at page 3) relies on 
toe O- f dv . e m * a c < 

boost gain factors" of claim 1 . These paragraphs of Lee-William, however, teach decreasing 
- u - m e » i ^< , 'e b ^1 dete^mmeo fo: e^ch sub-packet 

may be determined based on channel state and/or a system state'' (Lee- William, paragraphs 
he t kri i -pm os ^ i me t bei * 

■» r . .-yb ^ a .mce information," as :ec*ted in amended claim I . 

A or v \ m V S 
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In view ot" rhe foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit thai claim I h natentably distinct: 
from the cited, references. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of 
clam "> v t cause D i e os i cc b ion \ 

>mo io f :e<d v vJii; ' J ^ Nj .mh ee 1 ;rr Icj oi c'mm 1 

Claims 3-4 and 6-7 depend directly from claim 1. Accordingly; Applicants respectfully 
quest th ej > claims 3-4 an x own 

_ ,m- - h ts ^ - Aw • - recne "means for detti ^g \ ^ s g_rft meww So 
the second number of installments using latency tolerance information" and "means for 
terminating transmission of the fh i mhpacket of data after the seco « u me o nsi ailments." 
As t . Das done or in combination with Lee- William and Lee-Yot - 2s no! 

tgly, Applicants submit that 

claim 8 is allowable. Claims 10- 1 and 13-14 t 8 re therefore 

allowabl « ; ' c ! rs s 

Claim 19 has been amended tt - x'i> \ re w ot 1 ^ ^ w -r > c mm Cmo-\ for 
the second number of installments using latency tolerance information" and "code for 
to" ' et ' . ' • of the fist subpacket of data after the second number of installments." 
As discussed above. Das, alone or in combination with Lee-William and Lee-Young, does not 
teach or suggest tm - ^ a „ . ^ . - that 

claim 19 is allowable. 

Claim 15 recites "a power boost unit adapted to: determine a po no oi the s s i! nents 
to which to apply a power boost, and apply the power boost factor to the portion of the 
installments;' and "wherein [a] packet processing unit terminates transmission of the 
installments on receipt of a negative acknowledgement message after the portion of the 
installments is transmitted;' Applicants submit mat Das, alone or in combination with Lee- 
i v v s * e *m si-,-,". ' i t " ' . t r^vfd tlw 

references teach, for example, re-transmitting data after a negative acknowledgement or error is 
received rathm than terminating transmission. {See, e.g., Das, Figure I, step numbers 125, 135, 

(1- ee-Willian grap - ! is provided fo re Ua bough 

rs« link i ? P tcke 3 a tmumcation syst < 
ono map 1 mm* ntr of o ;c met 
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energy for an initial data transmission to other receiving energy for a data re-transmission." 
(emphasis added)); and Lee- Young, Abstract ('These techniques determine when errors occur in 
_s c. 1', m h - Yite F ^ > " i id 

Sub-Frame Selective Repeat methods to these errors"} and paragraphs [005 3]- [0054],) 
Ac>tfidr J; m^wa^- ^ - r \ - J . A - 3 allowable 

Claim 16 recites Yrarmmit ng a first negative acknowledgement message for a last 
installment of a first suhpacket, the first negative acknowledgement transmitted at a first time 

t d' ii t , . -ev ,,,,tm'tmc: _ ^ i\- i s nc i n 

'first subpacket, 'the second negative acknowledge * " ^ nmc slot, whet em 

the second tirm - o1 i d - <c ■ iled for the first subpacke' < ' ne\t pact a' * 

The Offi i n this si > < s + ypBcants App c £ s 

could not identify any portion the Office Action that specifically addresses this subject mutter of 
claim 16. (Office- Action, pages 3-5.) However, the Office Action appears to indirectly address 
this subject matter in connection with dependent claim 17 by reference to paragraphs [0053]- 
[0057] of Lee- William. (Office Action, page 5.) It farther appears that the Office Action 
intended to reference paragraphs [OO53]-[0O57] of tee-Young, as paragraphs [0053]-[0057] of 
Lee- William do not reference a "bit pattern/' as indicated in the Office Action at page 5, In any 
c.juw ; v r :c * - ' ewlliam reference decu - « m rower until an. 

acknowledgement is received, and paragraphs [0053]-[0057J of Lee- Young reference re- 
mamarmsYn -u'a portion of a frame based on a parity bit within an indicator field 808, as shown 
in Figures 8 and 9 of Lee- Young. Each of the party bits relate to a separate portion of a frame 
rather < ^ vs 

Lee-Young, paragraph 10056] ("the frame 800 includes an indicator field 808 comprised of a 
dnral 1 s and one of he bits i he indicator field 808 indie tes he porth of 

the frame 800 received in error A}} Further, Applicants could not identify any portion of the cited 
references that teaches or suggests "transmitting a first negative acknowledgement message for a 
last installment of a first sobpackeA the first negative acknowledgement transmitted at a first tune 
slot; and transmitting a second negative ackno wledgement message for the last installment of the 

^ k\. i c t mvte^genx s t 5 <. i \ 
the second time slot is designated for the first subpacket of the next packer (emphasis added), as 

Attorney Docks; No.: 03016SU1 
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recited in claim 16. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 16 is allowable. 
Claim 17 depends directly from claim 15 f and is therefore allowable for at least the same reasons. 

( l N t i ! J . ' s v 

vC- m ^ mv me t i h j > Mv\< ~ < . c .ve , i tr % 

* a second ante blot. % Ice i i i ^ y „ < t * 

next packet." A > combinat m with 

i -William id Lee A: ng, < es not teach or suggest this claims - ct aite Accordingly, 
dysub i claim < < »Ie 

Claim 20 recites "code for transmitting a second negative acknowledgement message for 
the last installment of the first scnp . „ v. _ -rmtki 

second urn ^ <. d , t ' N 

packet." As I k d ibove, Applicants submit that Das, alone or in combination with Lee* 
William and Lee-Young, does not teach or suggest this claimed subject matter. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully submit that claim 20 is allowable, 

li Allowable ■■$ abject. Matter 

Applicants thank the Examiner for indicating that claims 5 and 1 2 would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. 
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In vk le foregoing r c ubmit 4 g claims in the 

present application are in a condition for allowance, which is earnestly solicited. Should any 
issues remain unresolved, the Examiner is cordially invited to contact the undersigned at the 
number provided below 

Please charge any fees or overpayments that may be due with this response to Deposit- 
Account No. 17-6026. 



QUA }V>. i c > 

5775 Morehouse Drive 

So vi<-! 

Telephone: (858)651-4125 
Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 



Respectfully submitted. 




By: 



Charles 2 7 F s ^ ?634^ 
(858) 658-1639 
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